DOCKET NO.: LLI -CV-21-5014019-S : SUPERIOR COURT OF

CONNECTICUT
JON A. GOODWIN : JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF
LITCHFIELD
V. : AT LITCHFIELD
RAYMOND J. MILOT JUNIOR : JANUARY 5, 2026

DEFENDANT RAYMOND MILOT’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Pursuant to Practice Book section 17-44, et seq., the Defendant Raymond Milot
(hereinafter known as the “Defendant”), hereby moves for summary judgment as to the Counts
Five through Seven, Eleven, Twelve, Eighteen through Twenty-Two, and Thirty-Three the
Plaintiff’s Complaint dated October 8, 2021.

As more particularly set forth in the accompanying memorandum of law and exhibits
attached hereto, the Plaintiff, Jon A. Goodwin (hereinafter known as the “Plaintiff”), alleges the
following as to Defendant Raymond Milot: Slander per se (Count 5), Slander per se (Count 6)
Invasion of Privacy-False Light (Count 7), Defamation (Count 11), Invasion of Privacy-False
Light (Count 12), Slander (Count 18), Invasion of Privacy-False Light (Count 19), Invasion of
Privacy-False Light (Count 20), Batter (Count 21), Assault (Count 22), Invasion of Privacy-False
Light (Count 26), Tortious Interference with Business Relationships and Expectations (Count
31), Intentional Spoliation of Evidence (Count 32), Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress
(Count 33), and Vicarious Liability for the Torts of Minors (Count 34). The Defendant asserts
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that there is no dispute as to any material facts with respect to Counts Five through Seven,
Eleven, Twelve, Eighteen through Twenty-Two, and Thirty-Three, and therefore is entitled to
Summary Judgment as a Matter of Law for the reasons set forth in the accompanying
Memorandum of Law.

WHEREFORE, the Defendant, Raymond Milot, through the undersigned counsel,
hereby respectfully requests that the Court grant his Motion for Summary Judgment as to Counts
Five through Seven, Eleven, Twelve, Eighteen through Twenty-Two, and Thirty-Three of the
Plaintiff’s Complaint.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,

THE DEFENDANT
RAYMOND MILOT

By:  /s/430824
Robert A. Salerno
His Attorney
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ORDER

The foregoing Motion for Summary Judgment having been heard by the Court, it is hereby
ORDERED:

GRANTED/DENIED

JUDGE/CLERK
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CERTIFICATION

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was sent to the following counsel and/or pro
se parties of record by first class mail, postage prepaid, and/or fax or email this 5th day of January
2026: Jon A. Goodwin, 34 North Franklin Ave, Ste 687-2690, Pinedale, WY 82941, via email:

jgoodwin@protonmail.com, John R. Williams, 51 Elm Street, Suite 409, New Haven, CT 06510,

via email: jrw@johnrwilliams.com.

_/s/430824
Robert A. Salerno
Commissioner of the Superior Court

LAW OFFICES OF CONTIL LEVY, SALERNO & GOODRICH, LLC
355 Prospect Street, Torrington, Connecticut 06790 * Phone: 860-482-4451 * Fax: 860-489-6306 * Juris # 428795
Page 4 of 24



DOCKET NO.: LLI -CV-21-5014019-S : SUPERIOR COURT OF

CONNECTICUT
JON A. GOODWIN : JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF
LITCHFIELD
V. : AT LITCHFIELD
RAYMOND J. MILOT JUNIOR : JANUARY 5, 2026

MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANT RAYMOND MILOT’S
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Pursuant to Connecticut Practice book section 17-44, the Defendant submits this
Memorandum of Law in support of his Motion for Summary Judgment dated January 5, 2026.
The Defendant respectfully submits that there is no genuine issue of material fact in dispute as to
Counts Five through Seven, Eleven, Twelve, Eighteen through Twenty-Two, and Thirty-Three
and he is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.

1. Factual Backeround

The Plaintiff, Jon A. Goodwin (hereinafter known as the “Plaintiff”’), commenced this
action by way of Writ, Summons, and Complaint on October 8, 2021, returnable to the Judicial
District of Litchfield at Torrington on November 23, 2021. Named as Defendants were Raymond
Milot (hereinafter known as the “Defendant’), Joanne M. Iurato, Robert Khalil, Karen Hardy-
Massaro, Hannah M. Milot, Noah R. Milot, and Cameron R. Milot. All Defendants other than
Raymond Milot have been removed from the proceedings as of the date of this filing. The
Plaintiff’s Complaint dated October 8, 2021 remains the operative pleading.

The Complaint sounds in several counts, but the counts pertaining to the Defendant
Raymond Milot are as follows: Slander per se (Count 5), Slander per se (Count 6) Invasion of

Privacy-False Light (Count 7), Defamation (Count 11), Invasion of Privacy-False Light (Count
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12), Slander (Count 18), Invasion of Privacy-False Light (Count 19), Invasion of Privacy-False
Light (Count 20), Battery (Count 21), Assault (Count 22), Defamation (Count 25), Invasion of
Privacy-False Light (Count 26), Tortious Interference with Business Relationships and
Expectations (Count 31), Intentional Spoliation of Evidence (Count 32), Intentional Infliction of
Emotional Distress (Count 33), and Vicarious Liability for the Torts of Minors (Count 34).

The Plaintift’s claims are based in the context of a litigious divorce between the
Defendant and his former wife, Christine Jowdy, who later entered into an intimate relationship
with the Plaintiff. Ms. Jowdy and Mr. Milot, at the time of the Plaintiff’s claims, shared custody
of the minor children.

The Plaintiff claims, in summation, that after the Defendant’s divorce from Ms. Jowdy,
the Defendant engaged in tortious behaviors in that the Defendant allegedly aided or encouraged
his minor children to engage in tortious behaviors directed at the Plaintiff, that the Defendant

99 ¢¢

publicized to third parties that the Plaintiff was “psycho,” “abusive,” and “under investigation by
DCEF,” that the Defendant’s conduct and encouragement of the minor children to engage in
tortious behavior cause him to incur damage to his reputation and preventing him from being
able to raise capital for his then-current business venture and future ventures, causing him to
miss time from work, and being subject to threats and threatening conduct, embarrassment,
humiliation, anxiety, scorn, derision, ridicule, and emotional distress.

On June 9, 2022, the Defendant filed an Answer denying all of the Plaintiff’s allegations

in the counts pertaining to him, with the exception of Count 5, Paragraph 11.
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The Defendant now files this Motion for Summary Judgment, requesting that the Court grant
judgment in favor of the Defendant as to Counts Five through Seven, Eleven, Twelve, Eighteen
through Twenty-Two, and Thirty-Three of the Plaintiff’s Complaint.

II. ARGUMENT

A. Standard of Review on a Motion for Summary Judgment:

Conn. Practice Book § 17-49 provides that Summary Judgment shall be rendered forthwith
if the pleadings, affidavits and any other proof submitted show that there is no genuine issue as to
any material fact and that the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. In deciding
a Motion for Summary Judgment, the trial court must view the evidence in the light most favorable
to the non-moving party. The party seeking summary judgment has the burden of showing the
absence of any genuine issue of material facts which, under applicable principles of substantive
law, entitle him to a judgment as a matter of law and the party opposing such a motion must provide
an evidentiary foundation to demonstrate the existence of a genuine issue of material fact. A
material fact is a fact which will make a difference in the result of the case.

B. Counts Five: Slander Per Se

In Count Five of the Plaintiff’s complaint, the Plaintiff alleges that from on or about
October 10, 2019 until a date uncertain, Raymond Milot orally repeated the false accusation of
Defendant Joanne Iruato that the Plaintiff abused Noah Milot, including by placing him in a
“basket hold” to persons whose identities are presently known and not known to the Plaintiff,
including the Plaintiff’s neighbors and other members of the community in which he lives. See

Complaint Count 5 q12.
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There is no genuine issue of material fact that the alleged statements made by Raymond
Milot, even if true, were an exercise of first amendment free speech on a matter of public concern
related to health or safety.

Connecticut General Statutes section 52-196a(2) defines the right of free speech in this
context as “communicating, or conduct furthering communication, in a public forum on a matter

of public concern.” C.G.S. §52-196a(2). Further, a “matter of public concern” is defined as “an

issue related to (A) health or safety, (B) environmental, economic or community well-being, (C)
the government, zoning and other regulatory matters, (D) a public official or public figure, or € an

audiovisual work.” C.G.S. §52-196a(1).

The Plaintiff cited Dr. Joanne Iruato as a Defendant in this case regarding the alleged false
statement she made to the Department of Children and Families about the Plaintiff. Dr. Joanne
Iruato was removed as a Defendant following a special motion to dismiss filed by her. In its
memorandum of decision, the Court (Lynch, J.) granted Dr. Joanne Iruato’s special motion to

dismiss, noting a striking similarity between this case and the case of Day v. Dodge. In Day, the

court dismissed claims against defendants who reported one of the plaintiffs to the state police for
the alleged sexual abuse of a child, finding that the defendants in that case were petitioning the
government on a matter of significant public concern and fell into the category of community well-
being. Day v. Dodge, No. KNLCV186035362S, 2019 WL 994532, at *3 (Conn. Super. Ct. Jan.
25,2019).

While the Defendant and the undersigned do not seek to file a special motion to dismiss
here, the arguments are analogous and are appropriate for Summary Judgment. The Court (Lynch,

J.) has already found that Dr. Joanne Iruato’s speech was a petition to the government on a matter
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of public concern and that the Plaintiff had not established probable cause that he would prevail in

his claims against Dr. Iurato. See Memorandum of Decision on Motion (#106.20). With respect to
Defendant Raymond Milot, the Plaintiff simply alleges that Mr. Milot repeated the same
accusations that Dr. Iurato allegedly made. Taking the pleadings in a light most favorable to the
Plaintiff, even if the Defendant did relay the information he obtained by Dr. Joanne Iurato, those
statements have been found to be matter of public concern. Therefore, there is no genuine issue of
material fact that the Defendant’s statements, if true, are protected by the first amendment, and the
Defendant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.

Count Six and Eighteen: Slander Per Se

In Count Six of the Plaintiff’s Complaint, the Plaintiff alleges that on or after October 10,
2019 until a date uncertain, the Defendant maliciously, orally stated, to persons whose identities
are presently known and not known to the Plaintiff, including the Plaintiff’s neighbors and other
members of the community in which he lives, that the plaintiff is subject to an investigation by

DCF for abusing Noah Milot. See Complaint Count 6, §15.

In Count Eighteen of his complaint, the Plaintiff alleges a variety of incidents of physical
violence involving the minor children and the Plaintiff, statements relayed to the Plaintiff by the
minor children that the Defendant intended to “get him” (i.e. the Plaintiff), that the Defendant was
going to get a restraining order against the Plaintiff, and that the Defendant was going to “use
poison” on the Plaintiff and Ms. Jowdy. The Plaintiff further alleges that the Defendant stated to a
New Milford Police Officer that the Plaintiff was “psycho,” “abusive,” and “under investigation

by DCF.” See Complaint Count 18, 942.

Statements deemed defamatory per se are ones in which the
defamatory meaning of the speech is apparent on the face of the
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statement... Our state has generally recognized two classes of
defamation per se: (1) statements that accuse a party of a crime
involving moral turpitude or to which an infamous penalty is
attached, and (2) statements that accuse a party of improper conduct
or lack of skill or integrity in his or her profession or business and
the statement is calculated to cause injury to that party in such
profession or business.

Stevens v. Khalily, 220 Conn. App. 634, 646-47 (2023). The modern view of requirement number

one in proving defamation per se is that the crime alleged be a chargeable offense which is

punishable by imprisonment. Battista v. United I[lluminating Co., 10 Conn. App. 486, 498 (1987).

In the case at hand, the Plaintiff does not allege in Counts Six or Eighteen of his Complaint
that the Defendant made any statement which accuses the Plaintiff of a crime. Rather, the Plaintiff
claims that a third party, Joanne Iurato, reported to the Department of Children and Families that
the Plaintiff abused Noah Milot. Additionally, the Plaintiff does not claim in Count Six of his
Complaint that the Defendant accused him of improper conduct or lack of skill or integrity. Rather,
the Plaintiff claims that the Defendant stated to third persons that the Plaintiff was the subject of a
DCF investigation. The Plaintiff’s claims that the Defendant stated that he intended to “get him”
(i.e. the Plaintiff), that the Defendant was going to get a restraining order against the Plaintiff, and
that the Defendant was going to “use poison” on the Plaintiff and Ms. Jowdy do not fall into any
of the requisite categories either. Even taking these allegations as true, the statements are not
accusing the Plaintiff of a crime of any kind, nor are they representations about the Plaintiff’s skill
or integrity. The statements are simply comments about the Defendant’s potential conduct. Thus,
even while considering the facts in a light most favorable to the Plaintiff, there is no genuine issue
of material fact that the Defendant made statements which constitute slander per se, and therefore,

the Defendant is entitled to judgment as to Count Six as a matter of law.
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However, if the Court were to hold that there is a genuine issue of material fact as to the
statement allegedly made by the Defendant, the Plaintiff’s claim must still fail based upon truth.
“[T]he rule in Connecticut is that the truth of the allegedly defamatory statement of fact

provides an absolute defense.” Crismale v. Walston, 184 Conn. App. 1, 18 (2018). The Plaintiff

was in fact involved in an investigation with the Department of Children and Families regarding
the Defendant’s minor child, Noah Milot. The Plaintiff admits as such in his pleadings in this very
case. In the Plaintiff’s Reply to Defendant Milot’s Request for a Protective Order (#167.00), the
Plaintiff attached Exhibit A (also attached hereto as Exhibit A), which is a copy of the Connecticut
Department of Children and Families Notice of Investigation Results DCF-2210, addressed to Jon
Goodwin and dated December 13, 2019, regarding an allegation of physical abuse of Noah Milot.
While the findings of the Notification of Investigation Results were unsubstantiated, the very
existence of this Notification is proof in itself that the Plaintiff was the subject of an investigation
by DCF.
The alleged statements that the Plaintiff was “psycho” and “abusive” laid out in Count
Eighteen of the Plaintiff’s complaint t similarly fail as they are matters of opinion.
A statement of fact can be defined as factual if it relates to an event
or state of affairs that existed in the past or present and is capable of
being known. In a [slander] action, such statements of fact usually
concern a person’s conduct or character. An opinion, on the other
hand, is a personal comment about another’s conduct, qualifications
or character that has some basis in fact. This distinction between fact
and opinion cannot be made in a vacuum, however, for although an
opinion may appear to be in the form of a factual statement, it
remains an opinion “if it is clear from the context that the maker is

not intending to assert another objective fact but only his personal
comment on the facts which he has stated.”
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Goodrich v. Waterbury Republican-American Inc., 188 Conn. 107, 111-12 (1982) (internal

citations omitted) (emphasis in original).

Taking into consideration the context of the Defendant’s statements to the New Milford
Police Department, it is clear that the statements, if true as alleged, were not intended to assert
another objective fact, but rather, the Defendant’s personal comments on facts which were already
stated. The Plaintiff was the subject of an investigation by DCF, which has been discussed
previously herein, and the alleged statements that the Plaintiff was “psycho” and “abusive” were
the Defendant’s personal comments grounded in the fact that the Plaintiff was being investigated
at the time.

Thus, there is no genuine issue of material fact that the Defendant’s alleged statements
were true, and the Defendant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.

C. Count Seven, Count Twelve, Count Nineteen, & Count Twenty: Invasion of Privacy
— False Light

In Count Seven of the Plaintiff’s Complaint, the Plaintiff, incorporating paragraph fifteen
of Count Six, alleges that on or after October 10, 2019 until a date uncertain, the Defendant
maliciously, orally stated, to persons whose identities are presently known and not known to the
Plaintiff, including the Plaintiff’s neighbors and other members of the community in which he
lives, that the plaintiff is subject to an investigation by DCF for abusing Noah Milot. See Complaint
Count 6, J15.

In Count Twelve, the Plaintiff re-alleges the facts contained in Count Eleven wherein he
claims, inter alia, that the minor child, Hannah Milot, aided by the Defendant, falsely reported to
her school staff that the Plaintiff abused Noah Milot, that the school staff subsequently contacted

DCF. See Complaint Count 11, 924.
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In Counts Nineteen and Twenty of the Plaintiff’s Complaint, he re-alleges the facts laid out
in paragraphs thirty-seven through forty-six of Count Eighteen, claiming incidents of physical
violence involving the minor children and the Plaintiff, statements relayed to the Plaintiff by the
minor children that the Defendant intended to “get him” (i.e. the Plaintiff), that the Defendant was
going to get a restraining order against the Plaintiff, and that the Defendant was going to “use
poison” on the Plaintiff and Ms. Jowdy. The Plaintiff further alleges that the Defendant stated to a
New Milford Police Officer that the Plaintiff was “psycho,” “abusive,” and “under investigation
by DCF.” Count Twenty additionally alleges that the Defendant published, caused, or agree to
publish private information to place the plaintiff in a false light with third parties causing them to
file false reports regarding the Plaintiff with DCF and causing DCF personnel to investigate the
Plaintiff.

To establish invasion of privacy by false light, the [plaintiff is]
required to show that (a) the false light in which the other was placed
would be highly offensive to a reasonable person, and (b) the actor
had knowledge of or acted in reckless disregard as to the falsity of
the publicized matter and the false light in which the other would be

placed.

Honan v. Dimyan, 52 Conn. App. 123, 132-33 (1999).

The essence of a false light privacy claim is that the matter published
concerning the claimant (1) is not true... and (2) is such a major
misrepresentation of [his] character, history, activities, or beliefs
that serious offense may reasonably be expected to be taken by a
reasonable [person] in [his] position.

Borg v. Cloutier, 200 Conn. App. 82, 109 (2020).

As to the falsity element of the tort of Invasion of Privacy — False Light, there is no genuine

issue of material fact as to the truth of the Defendant’s alleged statements, and therefore the
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Plaintiff’s claims must fail. As described previously herein, the Plaintiff was the subject of an
investigation by DCF for abusing Noah Milot as evidenced by Exhibit A attached hereto.

Additionally, the Plaintiff’s claim further fails in that the Defendant’s alleged
communications were not publicized. The Restatement (Second), Torts 652D, comment a provides
the following:

‘Publicity’... means that the matter is made public, by
communicating it to the public at large, or to so many persons that
the matter must be regarded as substantially certain to become one
of public knowledge. The difference is not one of the means of
communication... It is one of a communication that reaches, or is
sure to reach, the public .... Thus it is not an invasion of privacy ...
to communicate a fact concerning the plaintiff’s private life to a
single person or even to a small group of persons.... The distinction
... 1s one between private and public communications....
3 Restatement (Second) Torts, Invasion of Privacy §652D, comment a, p. 384 (1977).

The Plaintiff has provided nothing in his pleadings, his interrogatories, nor his production
which would support his claim that the Defendant made his alleged statements to so many persons
that the matter would be regarded as substantially certain to be one of public knowledge. The
Plaintiff does not claim that the Defendant published the alleged statements online or to a large
mass audience, but rather only claims that the Defendant’s statement were made to a New Milford
Police Officer and to persons known and not known, including members of the community in
which he resided. Further, the Plaintiff’s claims in Count Twelve regarding statements made by
Hannah Milot that the Plaintiff abused Noah Milot were only reported to one individual — a school

staff member. The reporting of information, even if false, to one individual does not constitute the

level of publicity required to sustain a claim of Invasion of Privacy-False Light.
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Further, the Plaintiff’s claims that the Defendant’s statements and sharing of “private
information” caused third parties to file false reports regarding the Plaintiff with DCF are
inapposite. It was his conduct and the minor children’s disclosures to third parties that led to his
DCF involvement.

Thus, there is no genuine issue of material fact as to the publicity of the alleged statement,
and therefore, the Defendant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.

D. Count Eleven: Defamation Per Se

In Count Eleven, the Plaintiff claims that the Defendant is liable for defamation. In support
of his claim, the Plaintiff alleges, inter alia, that the Defendant claimed to the minor child Noah
Milot that the Defendant intended to “get him” (i.e. the Plaintiff), and that following an altercation
in the home of the Plaintiff and Ms. Jowdy, the minor child, Hannah Milot, aided by the Defendant,
falsely reported to her school staff that the Plaintiff abused Noah Milot, that the school staff

subsequently contacted DCF. See Complaint Count 11, 924.

At common law, “[t]o establish a prima facie case of defamation,
the plaintiff must demonstrate that: (1) the defendant published a
defamatory statement; (2) the defamatory statement identified the
plaintiff to a third person; (3) the defamatory statement was
published to a third person; and (4) the plaintiff’s reputation suffered
injury as a result of that statement.” (internal quotation marks
omitted).

Gleason v. Smolinski, 319 Conn. 394, 430 (2015). “When defamatory words are actionable per se,

the law conclusively presumes the existence of injury to the plaintiff’s reputation.” Cohen v.
Meyers, 175 Conn. App. 519, 545 (2017).
In Count Eleven, the Plaintiff specifically pleads in Count Eleven that Hannah Milot made

a statement to a school staff member. Nowhere in this count does the Plaintiff claim that the
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Defendant, Raymond Milot, personally published a defamatory statement to school staff, nor does
he provide any relevant production that would support his claim. Rather, the Plaintiff makes a
vague and unsupported claim that the Defendant “aided” his child in making a statement.

The Plaintiff also claims that the Defendant made a statement to the minor child, Noah
Milot, that he intended to “get him” (i.e. the Plaintiff). This statement, while potentially actionable
as a threat, is simply not defamatory in nature. Even while taking the allegations as true, while the
statement identified the Plaintiff and was published to a third party, the statement does not provide
any false accusation or narrative about the Plaintiff, his conduct, or his character. Rather, this
statement, if taken as true, was about the Defendant’s intended conduct.

Therefore, there is no genuine issue of material fact at issue and the Defendant is entitled
to judgment as a matter of law.

E. Count Twenty-One: Battery & Count Twenty-Two: Assault

In Counts Twenty-One and Twenty-Two of his Complaint, the Plaintiff claims that the
Defendant, Raymond Milot, is liable for battery and assault. The Plaintiff alleges in both Count
Twenty-One and Twenty-Two that, inter alia, Noah Milot kicked the Plaintiff, the Hannah Milot
shoved the Plaintiff and poked at his chest, that Raymond Milot made statements to the New
Milford Police that the Plaintiff was “psycho,” “abusive,” and “under investigation by DCF,” that
Raymond Milot stated to his child that he was going to obtain a restraining order against the
Plaintiff, and that Raymond Milot was going to “use poison” on the Plaintiff.

In this case, even taking the facts in a light most favorable to the Plaintiff, there is no
genuine issue of material fact with respect to his claim of battery or assault and as such, the

Defendant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.
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